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Time - 1 0:00 a.m. 

CHAIRMAN - Mr. D. Scott. 

MS C. DEPAPE, Clerk of the Committees: Committee 
come to order. Since Mr. Fox is no longer a member of 
the Comm ittee we w i l l  have to elect a new Chairman. 
Are there any nominations? 

M r. Kostyra. 

MR. E. KOSTYRA: I would nominate the Member for 
l n k ster. 

MS C. DEPAPE: Are there any further nominations? 
Seeing none, M r. Scott, would you please take the 
Chair. 

MR. CHAIRMAN, D. Scott: F i rst off we can start with 
either f in ishing up B i l l  No. 2 and B i l l  No. 19 and then 
go on to Bi l l  No. 21. I will leave it at the wi l l  of the 
Committee. Is it the w i l l  of the Comm ittee to continue 
with the present format? (Agreed) We're o n  Section 42 
of Bill 2. Mr. Corrin .  

BILL NO. 2 - THE RESIDENTIAL 
RENT REGULATION ACT 

M R .  B. CORRIN: I 'd l i ke to move an amendment in  
accordance with our predetermined arrangement 
made at the end of our last meeting with respect to 
Section 16 of this bi l l .  it's an i ncredibly long amend
ment, do you have it in writing? 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Do you have it in writing? 

MR. B. CORRIN: Has the Legislative Counsel submit
ted it to you? 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Oh, okay. 

MR. B. CORRIN: Do any of the members here want . 
this particular amendment read into the record, it's 
three pages in length? The Member for Tuxedo has 
strong feel ings, if he does I 'm going to suggest that he 
read it. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Filmon. 

MR. G. FILM ON: M r. Chairman, I' l l  just say, on a pro
cedural matter, we've always read thi ngs i nto the 
record but if the committee is wi l l ing to accept it as 
printed that's okay, I u nderstand the Member for El l  i
ce's reluctance to read three pages. 

MR. B. CORRIN: Wel l ,  we can do it responsively if the 
burden is shared by the committee then we can al l  do 
it together, I ' l l  read the first part and someone can 
read the second paragraph and so on. But if that's 
acceptable then I take it we have an agreement that it 
wil l  be introduced to the record as it is printed and has 
been submitted by Legislative Counsel to the Chair
person of the Committee. I am advised by the Chair-
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person that he is in receipt of it and it's in proper form. 

(Submitted but not read) 

MOTION I n c rease on voluntary vacating of single 
fami ly u n its, etc. 16(2) Where the tenant of residential 
premises in a bui lding in which there are not more 
than 3 separate residential premises 

(a) has voluntarily g iven notice to the landlord of his 
i ntention to vacate the residential premises; or 

(b) d ies and is  not survived by a spouse or depen
dent who had occupied the premises with the tenant 
at the time of death of the tenant; 

notwithstanding any other provision of this Act, a 
landlord ,  u pon serving on the d i rector a statement of 
those facts, substantiated in a manner prescribed i n  
the regulations a n d  receiving acknowledgement from 
the d irector of the service of the statement and that the 
facts have been substantiated to the satisfaction of the 
d i rector either from the statement or by an i nvestiga
tion u ndertaken under subsection (3), may increase 
the rent for the residential premises 

(c) by an amount that is greater than the increase i n  
rent permitted under the regulations; o r  

(d) before the expiration o f  1 2  months from the date 
of the next previous increase in the ren t  for the resi
dential premises; or 

(e) both by an amount that is greater than the 
i ncrease in rent permitted under the regulations and 
before the expiration of 12 months from the date of the 
next previous i ncrease in the rent for the residential 
premises; 

but u pon another tenant taking possession of the 
residential premises, the landlord shal l  notify the 
d irector 

(f) of the amount of the i n c rease in rent took effect 
which shall not be earlier than the date on which the 
other tenant takes possession. 

I nvestigation by d i rector. 16(3) For the purpose of 
substantiating the facts referred to in clause (2)(a) or 
(b), the d i rector may refer the matter to a rent regula
tion officer to conduct an i nvestigation as to the c i r
cumstances relating to the vacating of the residential 
premises or the i nterests of any spouse or dependent 
of the deceased tenant, as the case may require, and 
to report the results of the i nvestigation to the d irector. 

Appl ication for increase re vacated premises. 16(4) 
Where the tenant of residential premises i n  a building 
in  which there are more than 3 separate residential 
premises 

(a) has voluntarily given notice to the landlord of his 
i ntention to vacate the residential premises; or 

(b) dies o r  is  not survived by a spouse or dependent 
who had occupied the premises with the tenant at the 
time of the death of the tenant; 
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notwithstanding that 12 months have not expired from 
the date on which the next previous increase on the 
rent for the residential premises first came i nto effect, 
the landlord may apply for an increase in rent for 
residential premises 

(c) by an amount that is g reater than the i ncrease in 
rent permitted under the regulations; or 

(d) before the expiration of 12 months from the date 
of the next previous increase in the rent for the resi
dential premises; 

(e) both by an amount that is g reater than the 
increase in  rent permitted under the regulations and 
before the expiration of the 12 months from the date of 
the next previous i ncrease in the rent for the residen
tial premises; 

by serving on the d i rector an appl ication for the 
increase in the rent. 

Procedure on appl ication. 16(5) The d irector shall 
refer an application under subsection (4) to a rent 
regulation officer who shall deal with the appl ication 
in the same manner as an appl ication by a landlord 
under section 21 except that he may proceed to con
sider the application ex parte and without notice to 
any tenant of the residential premises. 

Rent increase 16(6) Where, on an appl ication under 
subsection (4), a rent regulation officer is  satisfied 
that the rent paid by the vacating or deceased tenant 
for the residential premises to which the application 
relates is  below the average of rents payable for other 
s imi lar or comparable residential premises in  the 
same building and that the reason for the low rent was 
not solely or primarily the conditions of supply and 
demand for such residential premises at the time the 
vacating or deceased tenant went i nto possession or 
renewed a tenancy agreement, the rent regulation 
officer may in writing recommend that the landlord 
may increase the rent for the residential premises 

(a) by an amount that is  greater than the increase in 
rent permitted under the regulations; or 

(b) before the expiration of 12 months from the date 
of the next previous i ncrease in the rent for the resi
dential premises; or 

(c) both by an amount that is g reater than the 
increase in rent permitted under the regulations and 
before the expiration of 12 months from the date of the 
next previous increase in the rent for the residential 
premises. 

Authority to i ncrease. 16(7) Where, on an application 
under subsection (4), the rent regulation officer makes 
a recommendation which is confirmed under subsec
tion 25(3), or on an appeal from a recommendation of 
the rent regulation officer respecting an appliction 
under subsection (4), a panel issues an order 

(a) authorizing the landlord to increase the rent for 
the residential premises by an amount that is g reater 
than the increase in rent permitted under the regula
tions; or 

(b) authorizing the landlord to increase the rent 
before the expiration of 12 months from the date of the 
next previous i ncrease in  the rent for the residential 
premises; or 
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(c) authorizing the landlord both to i ncrease the 
rent for the residential premises by an amount that is 
g reater than the i ncrease in  rent permitted under the 
regulations and to increase the rent before the expira
tion of 12 months from the date of the next previous 
increase in the rent for the residential premises; 

the landlord ,  notwithstanding any other provision of 
this Act, may i ncrease the rent for the residential pre
mises in accordance with the recommendation or the 
order, as the case may be. (End of amendment) 

The effect of this is to deal with the problem that was 
raised by landlords with respect to situations where 
tenants had been given special compassionate treat
ment for a variety of reasons. Some landlords, I think,  
i n dicated that they had elderly tenants that they gave 
special preference to with respect to rent i ncreases; 
other landlords during the course of private consulta
tion and some during the hearing of public delega
tions i nd icated that they gave special treatment to 
people with various handicaps and so on and so forth. 
They were concerned that the regulatory program, as 
proposed, would have a deleterious affect on their 
abil ity to regain any sort of market, if not economic 
rent, as a resul t  of the artificial deflation of that unit's 
value as caused by the special compassionate treat
ment given to the tenant. So we are proposing that, in  
these cases where a suite is voluntarily vacated by the 
tenant - and these would i nclude cases, not to be 
facetious, where a tenant has passed away as well 
-that there w i l l  be the situation where the landlord can 
then recover lost rents and the ord i nary provisions of 
the regulatory program w i l l  n ot a p p l y  i n  such 
circumstances. 

Very basically the treatment, as recited in these 
three long pages, is as fol lows: "With respect to cases 
where there are more than three separate residential 
premises in  a bui lding,  the basis for the i ncrease wi l l  
essentially be comparabil ity." I n  other words, one of 
the factors that the Rent Regulation Officer and Panel 
will be asked to examine and assess will be the com
parative rents in the building affected by the appl ica
tion for an i n c rease. We felt that was the fairest way to 
make provision for this sort of special consideration in  
that respect. 

We had a bit of a problem with respect to the smaller 
bui ldings. We didn't quite know how we could deal 
with that i n  the sense it would be virtually impossible 
to apply the same type of standard or formula in  the 
case of bui ldings of fewer than three units. So in those 
cases, in the case of a voluntary vacation of a unit, the 
market w i l l  essentially be the determinate. By way of 
short explanation and justification of the differential 
treatment, we do not feel that, in  the case of the 
smal ler tenancy situations, that it will have any real 
bearing or influence on the total market, in the sense 
that it would be a major deviation from the general 
regulatory program that we're putting in place and we 
propose to put in  place. So that, I think,  is briefly an 
explanation and we'd be quite pleased to entertain 
questions if that is the wish of other members. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: M r. F i l mon. 

MR. G. FILMON: Thank you, M r. Chairman. I 've had 
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the opportunity to discuss this somewhat with the 
Min ister and, just for my own understanding of it, the 
differences between this amendment and the one 
which I had left with the M inister as we adjourned the 
last Sitting, is that this spl its the two categories into 
rental units that occur in triplexes or smaller and those 
above three un its and it adds the restriction in those 
units that are above three unit  complexes, it adds the 
restriction that they wi l l  be compared to the market in 
that complex and therefore they wi l l  not be able to rise 
above the market in that complex. Is  that correct? 
Those are the two major changes then, plus the pro
cedural matters are spelled out more clearly about the 
appl ication to the di rector and so on. I know they're 
very complex. Mine was two pages and this is three 
pages and it's a little difficult to compare, but essen
tially those are the changes. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Section 16 as amended-pass. 
M r. Kostyra. 

HON. E. KOSTYRA: Yes, j ust to comment. The 
Member for Tuxedo is correct. The basic change from 
what he had i ndicated to me, that he was to propose, 
was the two factors that he mentioned. 

One, with respect to those complexes, those rental 
units in excess of three units, would be al lowed on 
voluntary vacated premises to move up to the com
parable level of rent for s imi lar suites in the same 
complex and in essence his proposal has been 
accepted for those u nits that are contained in rental 
suites that are of three or less. 

MR. G. FILMON: Can I just clarify, as wel l ,  M r. Chair
man, that this now gives the flexibi l ity for the Rent 
Regulation Review Office to consider situations where 
people voluntarily vacate after a longstanding term in 
a rental premise that, if they leave voluntarily m idterm 
or if someone should die and so on, that there is the 
opportunity for the landlord to then move in and do 
whatever improvements, painting, decorating, what
ever and apply for an increase at that time and is not 
bound by one increase every 12 month l i mitation 
under those special c i rcu mstances as wel l .  That's 
taken care of here. Is that correct? 

HON. E. KOSTYRA: Yes, it is. Again,  only to the max
i m u m ,  in the case of rental un its or complexes i n  
excess o f  three suites, subject t o  t h e  maximum of the 
comparable rent for similar units in that complex. 

it's really to take care of a situation that was brought 
to our attention, as the member will recal l ,  d uring the 
public presentations to this Committee wherein a 
number of landlords outlined situations where partic
ular tenants, for reasons of that tenant's economic 
situation or longstanding period of time that they've 
rented with that particular landlord, where they're 
paying rents considerably lower than the going rate 
withi n  that complex and that, once that person leaves, 
it was felt that the landlord shouldn't be forced to 
maintain that situation when, indeed, the actual rent 
levels for s imi lar suites was considerably higher. it's 
real ly to take care of that particular situation, Mr. 
Chai rman. 

MR. G. FILMON: No further questions, Mr. Chairman. 
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MR. CHAIRMAN: Fine. Section 16 as amended-pass. 
Now we move on to Section 42-pass: Section 43-

pass; Okay, one second, M r. Tal l  in would l ike to make 
a comment. 

MR. R. TALLIN: We have the French version of the 
Motions that were made last week, or rather earlier 
this week. We don't have the French version for what 
has been presented this morning.  

I n  addition, in preparing the French version of the 
Amendments, the translators came across a number 
of what they thought were areas that could be 
improved in the French version. Anybody who wants 
copies of the French version of the Motion can have 
them, we have copies of them here. But I would l i ke 
permission of the Committee to make further changes 
in the French version to improve the language that is 
used i f  that is perm issible and also to put i n  the French 
amendments. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Is that agreed? (Agreed) 
Mr. Kovnats. 

MR. A. KOVNATS: A question to the Legal Counsel. I 
hope I haven't misunderstood. Am lied to bel ieve that 
the French version is different than the Engl ish 
version? 

MR. R. TALLIN: I don't think that it's different in any 
substantive way although I'll have to ask the transla
tor. They just thought that in some cases there would 
be better language used to express the same idea. Is 
that correct? I n  some cases it's a matter of consis
tency in the French language where they've used dif
ferent language in the French to express the same 
idea where the same language is being used in the 
English version, and that sort of thing. 

MR. A. KOVNATS: I don'twantto really extend on it. I 
was j ust a little bit confused as to the statement and I 
thought that maybe they had come up with a better 
law for the French version than they had for the Eng
l ish version and I thought it was a little u nfair but I 
th i n k  I had misunderstood and I understand that now. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Preamble -pass; Title -pass; B i l l  
b e  reported -pass. 

BILL NO. 19- AN ACT TO AMEND 
THE LANDLORD AND TENANT ACT 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Next we' l l  move on to Bi 1119. An Act 
to amend The Landlord and Tenant Act. 

We'll wait t i l l  the Clerk gets the amendments passed 
and we' l l  go clause-by-clause. Shall we proceed? 

Section 1. 2.1 (1 )(a)-pass; 2.1 (1 )(b)-pass; 2.11 (c) 
Mr. Corrin. 

MR. B. CORRIN: I have an amendment, Mr.  Chairper
son, in this respect I would propose 

THAT this clause of the Landlord and Tenant Act as 
set out in Section 1 of the bi l l  be struck and the follow
ing clause substituted: 

"Except in the case of service required under Sec
tions 70, 77, 104 or 108, by mail ing it post page prepaid 
by registered or certified mail addressed to the person 



Thursday, 24 June, 1982 

at the latest add ress of the person , known to the per
son required to give or serve it." 

Just very generally,  the reason for this is  to attempt 
to standardize the giving and send i n g  of notices with 
respect to the various provisions of this Act. These are 
notices that pass, of course. between landlords and 
tenants and the specific change here is that notices, 
general ly, will be capable now of being served by 
registered or certified mail in the manner set out in the 
amendment, as opposed to personal service, with the 
exception of the four sections recited and mentioned 
in  the amendment. These fou r  sections all deal essen
tially with notices for Orders of Possession. These are 
cases where a landlord is moving to evict a tenant and 
remove him or her from occupation of a premises. So 
it was felt generally that, i n  these c i rcumstances. we 
should retain the requ i rement that service be person
ally affected. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Is  there any comment? Section 
2.1(1)(c) as amended-pass: Section 2.1 (2)-pass: 

That is the fin ish of Section 1. 
Page 2. Are there any amendments on Page 2? Page 

2-pass: Page 3. Are there any amendments on Page 
3? Page 3-pass: 

Page 4. We have an amendment here I bel ieve. Do 
you want to go section-by-section? Sections 11 to 16 
were each read and passed. Section 17. 

M r. Corrin. 

MR. B. CORRIN: Mr. Chairperson , I'm moving an 
amendment 

THAT B i l l 19 be amended by adding,  immediately 
after Section 17, the following section: 

Subsection 111 (2) of the Act is repealed and the 
following subsection is subsitituted therefor: 

Service of Order 111 (2) in order for possession 
granted under Section 110, shall  be served on the 
tenant to whom it is di rected. 

To explain this, basically we're providing a conces
sion here with respect to provisions that were consi
dered to be somewhat onerous with respect to the 
obl igations that the Act formerly imposed upon land
lords respecting the requirement that Orders for Pos
session, these are orders that were made by the court 
after proceedings were dealt with in a judicial manner, 
req uiri ng that those orders be personally served on 
tenants to whom they were d irected. I n  a sense. the 
amendment is to remove that requ i rement and there
fore such orders could in the futu re be affected by 
mai l i n g ,  registered or certified mai l ,  addressed to the 
person at h is or her latest address. The feeling was 
that a person who had already received notice of a 
hearin g ,  by way of personal service and notice of the 
landlord's wish to make an appl ication for an order for 
possession and a person who had participated in  a 
hearing or had defaulted and not attended a hearing 
after receiving proper personal notice, was probably 
not going to be prejudiced by mail delivery of the 
actual order. it's a small step to try and ameliorate the 
effects of the Act as it affects landlords. 

Sometimes we're advised that personal service can 
be somewhat costly and in these circumstances. it 
was perceived as being probably redundant. 
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MR. CHAIRMAN: Okay, are there any further com
ments? Section 17 as amended-pass; Section 18-
pass: Section 19 

Mr. Corrin. 

MR. B. COR R I N :  T h i s  is  an a m e n d m e n t ,  M r .  
Chairperson .  

THAT the proposed subsection 116(1) o f  The Land
lord and Tenant Act set out in  Section 19 of B i l l 19 be 
amended by striking out the words and figure "and not 
more than 4 months" in  the 4th and 5th l ine thereof. 

This is simply to bring the provision with respect to 
The Landlord and Tenant Act into l i ne with the 
changes that were made earlier in the week to the 
residential rent regulation bi l l .  

Members wil l  recollect that the provision that notice 
of rental i ncrease be made within a 3- to 4-month 
period prior to the termination of the rental period was 
changed i nsofar as the cei l ing was taken off. There 
wi l l  be a m i n imal provision that there be notice prior to 
3 months, but it cou ld be more than 4. lt could,  for that 
matter, be anything between 3, I suppose, and 12, 
depending on the circumstances. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Are there any comments? 
Section 116(1) as amended-pass; 116(1.1 )-pass: 

116(1.2) - I believe there's an amendment here, M r. 
Corrin? 

MR. B. CORRIN: THAT the proposed subsection 
116(1.2) of The Landlord and Tenant Act as set out in 
Section 19 of B i l l 19 be amended by strik i n g  out the 
words and figures "subsection (1.1) does" in the fi rst 
l ine thereof and substituting therefor the words and 
figures "subsections (1.1) and (2) do." 

So, again,  it's in  order to affect consistency between 
The Landlord and Tenant Act and the rent regulation 
bi l l .  

MR. CHAIRMAN: Section 116 (1.2) as amended
pass: Section 19 as amended-pass; Section 20-
pass: Section 21-pass: Section 22-pass: Section 
23-pass: Page 6-pass: Preamble-pass; Title-pass: 
B i l l  be reported . That finishes Bi l l  No. 19. 

BILL NO. 21 - THE COMMUNITY CHILD 
DAY CARE STANDARDS ACT 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Next we have on the agenda B i l l  
N o .  2 1  T h e  Commu nity C h i l d  Day Care Standards 
Act. We have a n umber of persons wishing to appear 
before the comm ittee and I would l ike to, u nless the 
M i nister wants to make any . . .  Ms Phi l l i ps would 
you l ike to make any introductory comments? 

Mr. Evans. 

HON. L. EVANS: Mr. Chairman, I think the usual 
procedure is for us to hear the delegations and get 
thei r suggestions, comments and then from there 
proceed to clause-by-clause. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: First off could I cal l M rs. Aleda 
Turnbu l l .  

M r .  Eyler. 

MR. P. EVLER: Could I suggest you call for any out-
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of-town presentations first if there are any? 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Is  that the wish of the committee? 
(Agreed) Mrs. Turnbull  would you mind if there are 
any out-of-town delegations we could hear them first. 

it's 10:30 now and we have, I would say, close to 30 
people to hear, so do we have any out-of-town delega
tions? Ma'am could you please identify yourself? 

MS G. CORDES: I 'm sorry, I'm not from out of town, 
but with baby-sitter problems and what not, I just 
wonder if I could present; I 'm No. 2 on the l ist so I think 
I do take objection to that. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: We'll get there this morning, I ' m  
sure. 

MS G. COR DES: I ' l l  have to leave at 11 :30 to meet m y  
chi ldren. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Okay, is there anybody from out of 
town then? F i rst off, someone with another emer
gency. Yes, M r. Kovnats. 

MR. A. KOVNATS: I think that possibly we're bending 
the rules and I ' m  not against bending the rules 
because you have to give consideration to some peo
ple but, j ust as was just brought up, there are some 
other problems for people that are in town and they 
should be given the same consideration. Might I sug
gest that we proceed in the manner in  which the l ist is 
printed and could we have a copy of the list. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: I 'm sure you can. 
Mr. M i nister. 

HON. L. EVANS: Well, Mr. Chairman, in keepi ng with 
M r. Kovnats' suggestion, the Member for N iakwa, I 
th ink what we should do is try to be as accommodat
i n g  as we can to the people here and, therefore, what I 
would suggest is we hear those who do have to get 
away who happen to l ive in Winnipeg, or wherever, 
p lus those who do come from out of town. I th ink the 
member would agree that we want to accommodate 
those who w i l l  have difficulties so I think in that way . 
we wi l l  be fair to everybody and I don't think it ' l l  cause 
us undue dislocation in our proceedings. 

So, I 'd l i ke to suggest, Mr. Chairman, that we hear 
those, fi rst of all, who definitely have to get away, 
although I m ust say, Mr. Chairman, we wi l l  be meet
ing, if necessary, tonight as well and tomorrow and I 
believe on Saturday morning as well if necessary, so 
we're prepared to sit as long as we have to to hear 
everyone out and to get the views of the various organ
izations and i nd ividuals. 

To faci l i tate, in  a reasonable way, is to find out who 
on the l ist must get away, for instance, this morn ing 
and then after that go to those who are from out of 
town and who may be inconvenienced by not being 
brought up earlier, rather than later. 

MR. A. KOVNATS: I've got to agree with the Honour
able M i n i ster that there's nothing wrong with what he 
has said, except that with the type of association that 
these people have most of them would be wanting to 
get away and there's no reason for them not to be 
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wanting to get away, inasmuch they are mostly in a 
business that requires their personal attention and I 
don't think that we can give that special consideration; 
inasmuch as these people might be a little reluctant to 
make a complaint; i nasmuch as they are making a 
presentation and they want to be heard fairly. I think 
that maybe we should follow the rules and not bend 
them as was originally suggested and just carry on 
with the l ist the way it is. I know we're wasting time 
but . . .  

MR. CHAIRMAN: My concern is  that we're already 
starting to waste time, I 'd l ike to start off by bending 
the rules and ask Ms Cordes i f  she would come for
ward please. 

MS G. COR DES: Thank you very much for th is oppor
tunity and I suggest my particular problem is what this 
Bill is  add ressing and I appreciate the opportunity to 
be able to speak quickly. 

My name is Georgia Cordes and I 'm here today 
representing the YWCA. The YWCA appreciates this 
opportunity to verbal ly express our wholehearted 
support for the i ntroduction of a Com m u nity C h i ld 
Day Care Standards Act. Such an Act has long been a 
goal of our association. 

One of the primary goals of the YWCA, historically, 
has been to develop the potential of g i rls and women 
through a wide variety of g rowth experiences and to 
n u rture and support the broad concepts of the 
Womens' Movement until true equality of opportunity 
has been achieved. 

We have a longstanding concern with chi ld care 
services arising from our commitment to women. I n  
particular, the roles they take a s  mothers, a s  well as 
members of the labour market and volunteer sectors, 
heighten our need for social assessment of chi ld care 
supports to the fami ly u n it. Both comm u nity and par
ent share responsibi l ity for chi ldren. The community 
responsibil ity is  to recognize and meet the legitimate 
needs of today's family. Day care centres can act as a 
resource to assist in enriching parenting abi l ities. 

Acting out of community concern the Winnipeg 
YWCA has responded to certain chi ld care needs of 
the family through its varied recreation programming 
for chi ldren during hol iday and vacation periods. I n  
addition, i t  has provided a chi ld care service for a 
n u m ber of years for chi ldren of a l l  the participants 
taking part in  programming; for volunteers working 
on behalf of the YWCA; for students attending classes 
at the nearby Adult Education Centre; and for women 
requiring such services on an occasional basis while 
downtown. 

In December of 1977, the YWCA made a presenta
tion to the United Way Commission on chi ld care 
services in  Manitoba endorsing the fol lowing: That 
qual ity day care should be accessible to those requ i r
ing it, regardless of economic status; that day-care 
funding and programs be developmental and preven
tative in d i rection; that day care respond to chi ldre n  
with special needs; that day care b e  i m plemented b y  
trained staff, rather than volunteers a n d  that their 
salaries be adequate; that Lunch-and-After-School 
programs be an integral part of day care; that day care 
meet the needs of fam i lies of school-age chi ldren d u r
ing school holiday and vacation periods. 
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In 1979, a letter was sent to the Provincial Govern
ment supporting and urging implementation of the 
United Way study on day care, with further focus on a 
more active role for the Provincial Chi ld Care Office. 

In 1981, the YWCA Board supported the four 
recommendations chosen by the Coalition on Day 
Care, of which the YWCA is a member. as priority 
concerns from the United Way Day Care study and 
those were: that fam ily and group day care and 
Lunch-and-After-School programs must be expanded 
under the Provincial Day Care Program to ensure that 
all chi ldren requiring service receive care in  a safe, 
supportive and stimulating environment: that a Day 
Care Act must be passed to set and provide for the 
enforcement of provincial standards for program
ming,  staffing, nutrition and space: that all fami ly and 
group day care and Lunch-and-After School pro
grams must be l icensed and a subsidy available to 
parents using these programs: and that provincial 
funding must ensure adequate staff salaries and pro
grams and more equitable sharing of costs between 
the parents and the province. 

In October of 1981, a letter was sent to the Provin
cial Government supporting provision of adequate 
day care and establishment of a Day Care Act. 

We urge that the regulations referred to in  Bi l l 21 wi l l  
reflect the concerns which have been itemized and to 
this end the YWCA wil l  look forward to continued 
input. 

I thank you for this opportunity to present the 
YWCA position on day care services. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you very much Ms Cordes. 
Are there any questions to Ms Cordes? 

MS G. COR DES: I f  there are no questions, I just have 
a couple. I understand that there w i l l  be hearings 
during the summer months to provide public i n put 
into the formulation of regulations and I just won
dered if he had some time frame. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Evans. 

HON. L. EVANS: We have n 't got a specific time frame 
but we w i l l  be in communication with various organi
zations and groups, including yours, to advise you. 
We'd l ike to be as expeditious as possible but I don't 
l ike to pin myself down right at the moment to say 
exactly the week or the day that we can beg i n  but we 
do wish to proceed expeditiously and my Legislative 
Assistant, Miss Ph i l l ips, w i l l  be very much involved in 
that as well. So we'll make every effort we can to 
commun icate with you and other organizations. I just 
want to assure you we want to do it as expeditiously as 
possible. 

MS G. CORDES: Could I just put forward that I note 
that there wasn't much time to look at the printed bi l l .  
lt only recently was available in  printed form and per
haps what proposed regulations do come forward, if 
we m ight have a l ittle bit more advance t ime in order to 
see them in printed form, and also the suggestion has 
been made to me that if these hearings are provided 
over the summer months, it would be helpful for those 
of us who are looking after our children during the 
summer holidays, perhaps it might be possible to have 
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a day care, chi ld-care setup arranged here for those of 
us to be able to utilize, to speak to the development of 
these regulations. 

HON. L. EVANS: M r. Chairman, I should point out to 
the delegate that we wouldn't necessarily have hear
ings here. They wi l l  not be of that type. We wil l  not be 
this formal. We intend to go throughout the province 
to the community, to the people, rather than having 
formal hearings here as such, and meeting maybe 
with one group at a time rather than with all groups at 
one time. 

All I'm saying is there are various combinations of 
doing this. lt may be that when we go to one particular 
centre, we may talk to several groups at one time or 
one part of the city,  it depends. But we'll certainly give 
you lots of notice and, if possible, give you as much 
i nformation in advance so that you can read and 
peruse. 

MS G. CORDES: Thank you very much. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you, Ms Cordes. 
Aleda Turnbull ,  please. 

MRS. A. TURNBULL: Thank you very much,  M r. 
Scott. I have a couple of pieces of printed material that 
I would like to ci rculate before I begin.  Would you do 
that? 

The printed material that we are circulating is  a 
paper entitled "Standards in Day Care" and this is the 
agreement that the Coalition has come to through a 
very long process of community consultation with the 
day care community, with parents. with teachers and 
so on. We have been working on coming to this 
agreement since we began the United Way hearings. 
We have had many, many community meetings and 
ironed out a g reat number of the details in  these. We'd 
l ike you to consider them very seriously as they do 
represent a concensus of the opinion in the commun
ity about this matter. 

The second piece of material that I have provided 
for you is a l ist of those organizations in  the commun
ity who have endorsed the standards that we are 
proposing. As you'll see from reading that l ist, it is 
fairly extensive and represents really a very broad 
cross section of Manitobans. 

I would l i ke to start then with some i ntroductory 
remarks. To beg i n  with, it gives me a g reat deal of 
pleasure to address you today. I, along with other 
community people, have been working for many years 
in order to come before you to offer our comments 
and our remarks and our support and our criticisms of 
the proposed commun ity child day care Act. This is an 
i mportant day for the citizens of Manitoba, for the 
parents and the chi ldren who are in  day care, for the 
day care workers who have developed the present day 
care system i n  this province. We appreciate t h is 
opportunity to come to you. 

I am speaking today on behalf of the Coal ition for 
Day Care. This Coalition was formed in  the spring of 
1979 to lobby for the i mplementation of the United 
Way Report recommendations. The United Way Report 
on Day Care was first published ih the fal l  of 1978 and 
it came about as a result of the appointing of a com
m ission by the U nited Way in  the spring of 1977. Fol-
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lowing the appointment of the commission, there 
were extensive community hearings where parents, 
boards of day cares, citizens, medical people, trade 
unions came to the United Way Commission and 
expressed their concerns about the day care system 
in the province and suggested methods of improvin g  
a n d  extending that system. 

So we went through this whole process of the com
mission. We came to a concensus there and, in  that 
report, there were 67 recommendations. To date, I 
believe it's three of those recommendations have 
been acted on.  So the governments haven't really 
been moving awfully quickly to resolve this problem, 
but we are pleased that we now have a day care stan
dards Act. This is certainly another recommendation 
of the report and we'll deal with a number of substan
tive issues that were d iscussed in the United Way 
Report. 

I would l i ke to tell you a l ittle bit about the United 
Way commission, just to establ ish the level of com
munity i n put and concern about this. The United Way 
established a broadly based community committee in 
which approximately 65 organizations were repre
sented and this committee appointed the commission 
and oversaw the work of the commission and received 
the report at the end of that process. The attem pt there 
was to establish the middle ground and to work that 
out very careful ly  and that's exactly what the commis
sion did.  The report was very warmly received by this 
large representative g roup, which had concerns about 
child care in  our community. After the report was 
f in ished and the United Way received it and so on, it 
was felt that it was g oing to be necessary to continue 
the lobbying effort and, as a result of that, the organi
zation that I speak for was formed. So it has been a 
very broad participatory process which has brought 
these commendations to you today and I would ask 
that you consider them seriously. 

I would l i ke to proceed then, to go through a 
number of what I see as the background and pertinent 
issues in  the field of day care. I would fi rst l i ke to draw 
your attention to the fact that there are presently 
20,000 children, pre-schoolers, in paid care in the 
Province of Manitoba. We currently have somewhere 
between 6,000 and 7,000 full-time l i censed subsidized . 
spaces in the province. In my understanding of the 
estimates for this year, we would have somewhere 
under 1,000 new spaces. So, we are looking at around 
7,500 full-time spaces in  the province and around 
20,000 chi ldren in  full-time paid care in the province. 
That means that we're basically runn i ng a system on 
the taxpayers' dollar which delivers service to about 
one-third of the people who are paying for th is k i n d  of 
care in the community. 

We feel that this is a very unjust situation because 
there is no basis for establ ishing who should be in the 
l icensed, supervised child care system and who is out 
of the l icensed, supervised child care system and who 
is out of the l i cenced supervised child care system. 

Other than first come, fi rst served and older child
ren, it real ly  is  very simi lar to runn i n g  a school system 
at public expense and saying that only one-third of the 
chi ldren of the province may go to that system and 
that the basis on which the children may go to this 
publicly funded system is whether they happen to l ive 
close to a school; whether they happen to be i nvolved 
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i n  organizing a school; whether they're i n  the remote 
areas of the province or I would suggest with regard to 
the situation with infant care, whether or not their 
children are the most needi ng of schooling or not. lt 
really is a very unfair, unjust system that we currently 
have. 

The University of Saskatchewan, in Reg ina, d id a 
study, a statistical study, on day care needs and use i n  
the Province of Saskatchewan .  They have fewer spa
ces than us, but there is  no reason to believe that the 
situation isn't parallel .  They've got about a quarter of 
their children in  l icensed subsidized spaces as 
opposed to a third. What this study group found was 
that some fami lies were paying up to 40 percent of 
their total i ncome for day care. Now, these are people 
who are struggl ing to stay in the work force, who are 
generally earning m i n i mum wage and who support 
the core values of our society and are doing it with 
g reat difficulty. I would suggest to you that this is 
really a concern for the government, that there are 
mainly women in our community who are working 
with one or two children and paying for them them
selves, because they can't get i nto the l icensed sub
sidized system, and they're paying up to 40 percent of 
their income for this service. We really feel that this is 
an issue that needs to be rectified in the very near 
future. We seem to have a lot of money in this province 
for capital expenditures and various other things 
which have been priorized as more i mportant than the 
care of our young chi ldren, and I really wonder at a 
system that supports bridges and highways and so on 
over the needs of young children. We know that 
numbers of these young chi ldren who are in the unli
censed system are getting very poor care. 

One of the reasons that the Manitoba Teachers' 
Society has endorsed the Coalition is that they are 
receiving these chi ldren i nto the school system, and 
are understanding very clearly the problems which 
arise from chi ldren who spend their f irst five or six 
years in unstimulating unsafe environments, and the 
expense is being transferred to the school system and 
those are only in  situations in which critical issues 
have not arisen about the actual safety of children. 

I don't l i ke to present a lot of anecdotal evidence, 
but I thin k  the legislators really need to know some of 
the situations that have arisen as a result of this unl i
censed system. The demand for day care is so high 
and the provision of it is so i nadequate that in  the 
community that I work i n ,  St. Boniface, in one year we 
had two day cares bein g  closed down by the City of 
Winnipeg under the Public Health Regulations. One 
of those day cares had 25 children and one lady run
n i n g  the day care. The kids were in the basement with 
the television. The other one had around 20 children 
and the kids were being locked outside in the cold, fal l  
weather. This is how the authorities became aware of 
this because the neighbours phoned in because they 
couldn't tolerate observing this situation anymore. So 
that there are chi ldren out there right now, today, this 
morn i n g, who are being badly cared for as a result of 
the lack of priorizing of services for the 13,000 chil
dren who are cared for outside of their fami l ies in 
unl icensed, unsupervised settings where the staff 
ratios in some instances are absolutely ridiculous; are 
detrimental to the health and the emotional develop
ment of children. Something really needs to be done 
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about that. 
The second general issue that I would l i ke to raise 

for you is that the chi ldren in our com m unity who are 
most vulnerable, who are not even old enough to 
speak and tel l  their  parents about the kind of care they 
are receivi ng,  that is, the i nfants to two-year-olds are 
the ones who are mostly i n  the u n l icensed setti ngs. 
There are u nder 100 places for zero to two-year old 
children in  the province, so that the majority of these 
kids, and you know no one has accurate statistics on 
how many there are, but one would estimate that there 
are 6,000 to 7.000 of them in these u n l icensed settings. 
Now we know from child development people who 
have studied this for n umbers of years, from medical 
people, that the first two years of life are absolutely 
crucial in one's emotional, i ntellectual and even phys
ical development. Yet these are the chi ldren that we 
are exposing to these unregu lated, unsupervised set
tings and this is obviously not in the public i nterest. l t ,  
in  fact, amounts to a scandal that our community is 
allowing this to continue. 

The group day care centres in our province cannot 
really provide infant day care because of the per-diem 
rate which is set up to accom modate the staff ratios 
for chi ldren who are two-and-a-half to six. Some of 
them are providing small n u m bers of spaces, mainly 
by taking money out of their other programs and 
impoverishing that even more. But this situation, you 
know, simply is not tolerable and I don't see any 
mon ies in  the current Estimates even to do anything 
about this. I really would suggest to you that this is 
something that really must be looked into. 

The third issue relating to accessibi l ity i n  day care is 
that Native chi ldren in  our province living on reserves 
have no access to day care whatsoever. I n  other 
words, our policy is absolutely discrim inatory on the 
basis of race and residence. The reason for this, of 
course, is the split j u risdiction in social services 
between the province and the Federal Government 
and nothing has been done to rectify this situation. We 
know that on the reserves i n  our provinces we have a 
very high child population as opposed to adults. I n  the 
commun ity generally, there are about 35 percent of 
the population are u nder 19. On many reserves we're 
looking at a ratio that is closer to 67 or 70 percent of 
the population under the age of 19. These are Stats 
Canada figures. Many of these chi ldren are parents; 
many teenagers are parents, and these people need 
support. If the kind of economic development policies 
that both governments have made some attempt to 
put onto reserves are going to have to have any effect 
whatsoever, there has to be an adequate family sup
port system so that people can partici pate in  the 
economy. 

Many, many fami l ies on reserves find themselves 
going in and out of jobs because of poor day care 
arrangements. I am employed by a Children's Aid 
Society which, u nt i l  very recently, has been working 
on a couple of reserves, and the need for day care 
really has been one of the most pressing child welfare 
issues. Now it is against the public interest and it is 
against the development of fam ily life which supports 
the kind of personality development so that people 
can participate in  the economy when they grow up to 
be in  these very u nstable kind of arrangements on a 
daily basis. Yet the very people who need family sup-
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port the most are getting absolutely nothing. There 
are provisions under The Child Welfare Act which 
says a chi ld welfare agency or the province may place 
chi ldren in day care but because there are no l icensed 
centres on reserves, it can't be affected because the 
provincial Government has said that this provision 
may only be used when there is a l icensed faci l ity 
avai lable, and there are no l icensed faci l ities available 
so we have a Catch-22 situation. I would suggest to 
the leg islators that you really need to look i nto this 
issue. You know, I 'm s u re a class action suit could be 
brought under the new constitution on the basis of 
discrim i n ation on the basis of race with regard to this 
situation. it's not something that hasn't been pointed 
out before to elected people, but it would be m uch 
better for the province to move now, rather than after 
its been enjoined to do so by a court. 

The third general issue that I 'd l i ke to address is  that 
trained day care workers in the province, because of 
the per-diem rate, generally earn from $150 to $250 
less per month than other Community Col lege gradu
ates. These people are doing a two-year Commu nity 
College course and, by and large, they are sacrificing 
at that level every month to be involved in  this system ,  
to be child care workers. We are treating these people 
whose job requires dedication, ski l l ,  emotional matur
ity, physical strength and knowledge of children's 
educational,  artistic and developmental needs. This is 
the way we're paying them. 

This situation generally means that people who are 
untrained are work i n g  at m i n imum wage, and as a 
result of this, there is a very high staff turnover. This 
affects moral in centres badly, and that affects the 
children. These chi ldren need stability in their l ives 
and yet we are structuring the economics of the day 
care system in such a way to get the maxim u m  i nsta
bi l ity. I suggest to you that is not in the public interest; 
it's not in the interest of the chi ldren, their  parents or 
the citizens of tomorrow. When we're looking at 
20,000 children being in this system, it's not a minor 
social issue; it's a major social issue and one that m ust 
be addressed. 

Another train ing issue is that there is currently n o  
training for day care workers outside o f  the City of 
Winnipeg. This has meant that while the system i n  
Winnipeg has developed not badly in  terms o f  trained 
staff, that the situation in the rural areas really,  that 
there's a dearth of trained workers. There are a lot of 
ded icated workers and many of the di rectors in rural 
areas have train ing and the system is doing the best it 
can ,  but as we push for standards in  this area, we have 
to have accessibil ity to training resou rces for the 
workers, so that there can be some abil ity of these 
people to g ive the kind of service that they want, that 
the chi ldren need and that the parents desire. 

The final issue that I 'd l ike to discuss, is around 
profit-taking day care in  the province. The govern
ment, since the inception of the program, has al lowed 
profit-taking day cares in  the province. There has 
been continued concern about the qual ity of care 
provided in  some profit-taking centres. This has been 
expressed by parents, by educators, by medical peo
ple, chi ld development people who see these children 
and yet, we continue to have profit-taking day care. 

I would bring to your attention that Great West Life 
has recent announced that it is withdrawing its sup-
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port from K i ndercare M i ni-Skool on the basis of pub
lic relations issues that it d iscussed in  the press. I 
would urge that the legislators review this situation 
and come to a decision about it. We feel that there are 
concerns about profit-taking day care in  our commun
ity. I would point out to you, that we do not have 
profit-taking public services in other sectors. We do 
not have profit-taking schools. We have private schools 
but we have no profit-taking schools below the 18-
year-old student level. 

We don't have profit-taking hospitals. This has been 
defined as not in the public i nterest, it is not the Cana
dian way. Yet for those citizens of our province who 
are most vulnerable and for the social need which is 
really very desperate i n  many situations because par
ents f ind themselves having to choose between a day 
care that they may not be happy with and losing their 
job, losing the economic basis of their family, we are 
encourag ing a kind of development that we encour
age in no other area of our economy, and I would ask 
you to seriously consider the impl ications of these 
facts. 

Those are my general remarks. I 'd l ike now to 
address some remarks to the issue of the standards 
that we recommend to you. I believe that these would 
relate generally to Section 33 in  the Act and as is the 
common practice with legislation, many of these 
n itty-gritty issues are not addressed in the b i l l  itself, 
but wi l l  be addressed in the regulations. 

F irstly, group day care is any facil ity providing regu
lar chi ld care to five or more chi ldren with nonrelatives 
and excludes the fac i l ities regu lated by The Public 
Schools Act. Basically our recommendation there is 
that fami ly day cares not be al lowed to go above five 
chi ldren. The wisdom provided for the n u m ber of five 
is  that we feel that there should be no more preschool 
chi ldren in a home than the good Lord would place i n  
a home. and w e  a l l  know that she has been very wise in  
this matter and so we shouldn't contravene her 
wisdom. 

Fami ly day care is chi ld care provided in  the home 
of a nonrelative on a reg u lar basis as a business to 
chi ldren under 12, in other words, people who leave 
their kids with a neighbor one day a week and this is a 
rec i p rocal relatio n s h i p  or someth i n g  l i ke that . 
obviously are not in it as a business. Similarly before 
Lunch-and-After-School is an organized program for 
chi ldren from five to 12 where service is  provided 
d uring these periods. The regulations should apply to 
group fam i ly day care and before-lunch and after
school programs. 

As you know, we have currently had the situation 
where some programs have been regulated and the 
largest program, that is, a group day care program has 
not been regu lated by the province, even though it has 
been paid for by the province, that is, within  the City of 
Winnipeg. 

We also feel that it is absolutely essential that some 
standards be bui lt  in with regard to staff qual ifica
tions. In reviewing this very difficult issue both for the 
United Way and withi n  the Coalition, we have opted 
for what is basically called the mixed model . We felt 
that we're not currently ready to go into a completely 
p rofessionalized model and that there is room in the 
day care system for people who have strength. energy. 
h umour, imagi nation and love small  chi ldren.  But we 
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also feel that this i s  a service which needs persons i n  
the position of d i rector and in  the position o f  room 
co-ordinator who have some training in terms of 
organizing and setting up programs to meet the 
developmental needs of chi ldren. The basic thing that 
is behind this is that we believe that we must have what 
is called a developmental day care system as opposed 
to a caretaker or custodial system, that a custodial 
system basically turns out chi ldren who are not 
school ready, who have developmental problems. 
may be even growth problems and one which cer
tainly can't deal with some of the chi ldren who are 
having problems. as opposed just to the normal issues 
of growing up. 

We feel that the program currently offered at Red 
River is a good program and should provide the basic 
standard for qualifications for these people through
out the province, but that there should be equival
ency. Some of the u niversity programs should also be 
interchangeable and probably there's a larger theoret
ical base there; they're probably better trained or 
more thoroughly trained, but the Red River course 
could provide the standard. 

We also feel that there's a real need for administra
tive tra i n i ng within  the day care community. Some of 
that is being done through Project Manage, which is a 
provincial ly-sponsored group currently, which is pro
viding in service to managers. The community-based 
day care system that we have basically means that 
people out there who are running fairly small  opera
tions have to have a fairly good level of management 
ski l ls in  order to make the day-to-day decisions 
around money, staffing, staff relationships and so on, 
if the system is going to work. 

We wou ldn't support a system which had school 
principals having no academic background or no 
management training and these people are dealing 
with older chi ldren than the day care system deals 
with. So there is a real need for some basic training 
and courses i n  management ski l ls, so that a lot of the 
problems which arise in day care centres just could be 
dealt with in a more effective manner and the budgets 
could be overviewed and it would just bring things up 
to a better level. 

As we move i nto the whole issue of staff train i n g  we 
really need to look at, I suppose one should say, 
grandmothering clauses because that is, in this case. 
usually the issue. As the day care system has grown 
up, without any staff qual ifications, there are many 
people who have been working in the system since 
1974 who basically are providing good service and 
they need to have the opportunity to take cou rses, to 
have a challenge credit system to get their qual ifica
tions recogn ized. They have made a very sign ificant 
contribution to the development of day care in  this 
province and they need to be treated fairly and that 
really is a very important issue as this B i l l  is passed. 

These courses also need to be accessible in the 
rural areas and in the Northern areas. There needs to 
be extension courses and the other aspect of this 
issue is that there needs to be monies bui lt i nto the 
Budget for people who are on the job to do these 
courses in the day time. We are currently asking peo
ple to work very long days. The senior people often 
work more than eight hours a day and we're then 
asking them to take courses. sometimes 50 or 60 or 



Thursday, 24 June, 1982 

150 m i les from thei r homes. Now this is very clearly a 
very discriminatory kind of situation and the educa
tional faci l ities in the province really need to extend 
themselves to be helpful to these people. 

We need to establ ish a l icensing system so that 
there can be fairness established throughout the day 
cares in  the provi nce, and equivalency, so that as 
budgets are being reviewed a n d  so on, that you can 
take a look at a centre and say, well, this centre has so 
and so many trained people and there are various 
steps of staff qualification; so that the Provincial  Day 
Care Office can have some basis for making decisions 
about whether a day care centre should be licensed, 
or if there are problems in a centre, how it should be 
dealt with. Also, parents who are having to make deci
sions about where they're going to leave their chi ld
ren, have to be able to know what the qualifications 
are of the people where the chi ldren are left. 

Currently, we're in the situation of you go and you 
may interview these people, you may talk  to them but, 
unless you know an awful lot about chi ld development 
and about the key words that are used in the area, you 
may be completely baffled by what you're told and not 
be able to make a responsible decision about where 
your child should be. 

Then we go on to d iscuss the d irectors and the head 
teachers in each room should have qualifications. 

The next important area of regulation that I 'd l ike to 
look at is chi ld-staff ratio and g roup size. There's been 
a great deal of discussion about this in the community 
and I think that the standards that we suggest on Page 
2 basically represent the consensus of good thinking 
in  the community about what is workable. There 
seems to be two components to the issue of staff-chi ld  
ratio. One is how many teachers you have; and the 
second one is how large the g roup is. There is a cer
tain point that more teachers won't improve the situa
tion if you have too many c h i ldren in the sett ing.  I 'm 
sure if any of you have ever been with large groups of 
chi ldren for any period of time you'll understand this 
issue. I don't think I want to go through those in  detai l .  
They are s l ightly lower than the City of Winnipeg 
current regulations and those that the province has 
used outside of the City of Winnipeg . 

There is one point that has been missed from your 
copy of this, and that is, our recommendations is that 
in family day care there not be more than five chi ldren, 
i ncluding the parent's own chi ldren,  who are under 
school age; and there not be more than two chi ldren 
under two. We feel that qual ity care cannot be deli
vered in  those situations and, as I mentioned before, 
we have divine authority for this.  

With regard to physical fac i l ities, the spaces have to 
be large enough. There has to be a large room, a 
gym-l ike room where the chi ldren can play and can 
have gross motor activities, so that they have normal 
development. There needs to be sinks and wash
rooms for chi ldre n .  I guess, real ly the most crucial 
issue there is the issue of outdoor play space. Many, 
many day care centres have no regular access to out
door play space. 

We know that one of the causes of hyperactivity in 
chi ldren is lack of access to gross-motor activity; to 
running around and working steam off and yet, many 
of the day care centres in  the City of Winnipeg do not 
have this faci l ity. C h i ldren are taken in good weather 
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t o  the local parks, but this i s  a problem. Many parks 
are across very busy streets, so there is a safety issue. 
We, fortunately, haven't had a tragedy with regard to 
this, but you know, we do not have our public school 
students in church basements and they're only at 
school for five hours a day. Most day care chi ldren are 
in day care for at least n i ne hours a day and sometimes 
more, depend ing on the travell ing time of the parents. 

The reason for this difficulty is because there has 
never been any capital funding in  the day care budget, 
nor has there been any agreement with the Depart
ment of Education, for unused classroom space. This 
has been negotiated in  i n dividual circumstances, but 
many school divisions have been punitive with day 
care centres in terms of the k ind of rent they charge. 
Some of the highest rents that are paid by day care 
centres in the province are paid to school divisions for 
the use of empty classrooms. Other day care centres 
are being forced to use commercial space in shopping 
centres where there is n o  access to play space and 
these chi ldren, basically, are being deprived of access 
to the g reat outdoors, to God's gift to all of us, on a 
very regular basis. While we would have to move 
slowly to resolve this, it couldn't be done over the 
summer. We really believe that there has to be a capi
tal funding built i nto the day care fund ing or we're 
going to be in the same situation 10 years from now 
that we are today. 

The other issue there - and this is probably 
addressed again later on - is that we're not requiring in 
suburban developments, where many many of the day 
care needs currently are, we're not requiring that the 
developers build a day care centre as they're bui lding 
the development. The Social Planning Council d id a 
study just over a year ago on day care needs in the 
City of W i n n i peg and they found the g reatest need for 
day care was in the new suburbs, in  Si lver Heights, 
Waverly Heights, and so on. Those are precisely the 
areas where there are no public spaces available. The 
schools are jammed to the rafters; there are very few 
churches; the community clubs are extremely busy 
and often small;  they're just in the development phase. 
And yet here, where all these chi ldren are, we haven't 
required the bui lding of suitable spaces and we may 
have to look, as a result of that, at converting houses 
or some k i n d  of makeshift setup to deal with this 
problem as we get i nto it,  and it really would not be a 
very difficult problem. I submit to you that in the City 
of Winnipeg, an amendment to The City of Winnipeg 
Act which requi red developers to provide suitable 
chi ld care space in  new developments, would deal 
with this problem in  a very equitable way. 

I also believe that developers given some encour
agement would be more than happy to bui ld day care 
centres in new developments. Given the housing 
market these days, I 'm sure they would do that 
i nstantly. l t  certainly would be a d rawing card for 
young famil ies i nto their development. 

Another issue of importance - I'm now on Page 3 - is 
nutrition. Because of the funding arrangements that 
have been set up, while there are some regulations at 
the city level about nutrition, basical ly most of the day 
care centres do not meet those regulations so that we 
have chi ldren who are spending 50 weeks of the year 
eating bag lunches. Now, that may be good train ing 
for eating the way some of us do now, but we k now 
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that it's not very healthy and we know that these child
ren's nutritional patterns are being set up at this time 
and we know that eating bag lunches is not particu
larly nutritious. Yet we are teaching and training our 
chi ldren that the main meal of their day should be 
sandwiches. I suggest to you that that's not a particu
larly good thing for us to be doing. 

Another extremely important area is that there 
needs to be oversight and public input into the issue of 
programming.  There is currently no really significant 
overview of programming, and we believe that each 
day care centre should be able to articulate for the 
parents and for the day care office what kind of a 
program it is deliverin g .  That should be verifiable and 
the co-ordi nators from the day care office should be 
going out and making sure that people are using the 
program that they say they're using. 

I f  we wal k  into any public school i n  this province, we 
k now what's going to be going on more or less i n  
Grade 1 a n d  more o r  less in  Grade 2, but w e  haven't 
bui lt  that kind of expectation i nto our day care system. 
Now, that's not to say that everyone should be looking 
at the same picture book at the same time i n  the 
provin ce, but it is saying that we have a fairly good 
idea about the developmental, the emotional, the 
physical and the artistic needs of chi ldren and that we 
should be requiring day care centres who are provid
i n g  service to meet these needs and they should be 
answerable on the issue of programming in a public 
way. 

We also believe that there should be adequate 
before Lunch-and-After-School programs. There are 
currently a few programs in the City of Winn i peg and a 
very small  n umber outside, but many many chi ldren 
are not being cared for for sign ificant parts of the day. 
l t  is an offence under The Chi ld Welfare Act to leave 
chi ldren under 1 2  unattended for any u nreasonable 
length of time and yet we are expecting parents to go 
to work and we're not helping them meet this need. 

One of the most moving presentations that was 
made to the United Way Commission was by some 
parent at Shaughnessy Heights who are basically say
ing, we want to be in the work, we want to participate 
in the comm u n ity, we want to contribute and we need 
some help to do that, because, you know, we've . 
waited t i l l  our chi ldren are in school, but we need 
some support so that we know that we're not going to 
be getting calls from the police because the kids are 
run n ing wild during the period before we get home 
and we really need your help to meet those needs. I 
think that if we, as a commun ity, don't respond to that, 
then it really says something about our values and 
about the kind of problems we're going to be having 
with the young people in  our community. 

I 'd l i ke to go on to special needs. We don't really 
have a system withi n  the day care setup cu rrently for 
deal ing with special needs in  any kind of an organ ized 
fashion. There are a few programs which relate to 
handicapped children by developing special programs 
for them. There are many day care centres which have 
m i ldly handicapped chi ldren in their midst, and either 
none or not very m uch support for that. 

We recommend that a system be developed for 
supporting day care centres to take handicapped 
chi ldren into their midst, that there be staff provided 
for them and that the special ized services that we 
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currently have i n  the city b e  used for assessment, 
support services and staff training rather than del iver
ing programs which only deal with a handicap. The 
experience in the public school system has been very 
m uch that handicapped chi ldren tend to come up 
more to the level l ike other children, of the chi ldren 
whom they are with, so we don't really want more 
ghettoized programs in  the province. There may be a 
need for a small n u m ber of specialized programs for 
very severely handicapped children, but we need to 
stop encouraging the development of programs which 
are based on a handicap, rather than on an age group
ing or a developmental need. The programs who are 
accepting these chi ldren need fundi ng and they need 
staff training support and they need assessment sup
port in order to deliver the k i nd of service that we 
already know they can deliver with that k i nd of 
support. 

Moving on to Page 4, fam i ly day care. This is really 
the most u nderfunded service of the whole day care 
set up in  the province. That is where the majority of 
u n l i censed sett ings are and where the g reatest diffi
culty is. I mentioned to you before, two horror stories 
from the area where I work as a social worker and we 
believe that there should be sufficient l icensed, sub
sidized family day care homes in  the province so that 
we could create a market so that parents would have 
some choice as to where thei r chi ldren would be. We 
currently do not even have a market so that parents 
can decide if they want their chi ldren in  a g roup, what 
k i n d  of a group, or if they want them in a family setting. 
They real ly  basically have to take what they can get. 

If the fam ily day care system is going to work, it has 
to be regulated as to the numbers of chi ldren who are 
there. There shouldn't be too many. There needs to be 
staff tra i n i ng for the family day care workers. They 
need to have access to the group day cares in their 
area in an organized fashion. We're basically suggest
i ng that the staff training, the in-service train ing be 
del ivered through the group day care centres, and 
that the fam i l y  day cares in that area be al lied with the 
g roup centres. I f  that k ind of a model were bui lt then 
all k i nds of support to parents with young famil ies 
could be given at practically no expense to the com
m u n ity and there should be toy lending l ibraries and 
all the other things which would faci l itate parents 
helping one another in  the community. 

Final ly, an issue around family day care is the wages 
paid to family day care workers. Our recommendation 
is  that if five is considered to be a full house that that 
also be paid at the salary of a child care worker. So 
that you take the per diem for each chi ld would then 
be one-fifth of a chi ld care worker's salary. There 
should not be discrimination in wages between differ
ent kinds of chi ld care workers. Moving on to salary 
g u idelines, there needs to be a lot of work done as the 
standards for salaries are worked out in  relating salar .. 
ies to levels of qualification. Presently that is worked 
out at each and every day care centre, and seeing as 
how the funding is done on a per-diem rate, it basi
cally means that if you are worki n g  in  a centre which 
has a very high rent, you get lower wages than i f  you're 
working at one that has a low rent. This isn't really very 
equitable because the level of rent is really controlled 
by whether or not there are free public spaces o r  
low-cost public spaces available i n  you r  community. 
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it's very arbritrary. The salaries need to be set in a 
different way then on the per diem and they need to 
relate to the qualifications and training of the staff if 
the issue of morale and keeping people in  this profes
sion is ever to be dealt with; s imi larly with family day 
care workers. We dealt with that previously. 

The issue of funding, basically government funding 
has never been equal to the regulations that have been 
around. Poor as they have been, funding has not been 
adequate to meet them, so that we're asserting that 
there needs to be sufficient funding to meet the stan
dards that are set. That seems to be a very basic point 
but it's not one that we've been successful in  making 
unti l  now. We're also suggesting that the basis of 
funding be changed from a per-diem setup to a l ine
item budget. Line-item budgets, as you know, are 
based on actual costs and reflect the real situation and 
don't penalize people because they can't get free rent 
or other things which put their costs out of whack. I n  a 
day care centre as you can understand, the main costs 
are salaries, food and rent. So there needs to be some 
justification process for that and some method of 
meeting i n d ividual situations, and we suggest that 
l ine-item budgeting would do this. 

Also, as I mentioned earlier, there is a need for 
capital funding so that day care centres can be bui lt 
where they are needed rather than people having to 
take their chi ldren long distances, sometimes on pub
l ic transportation, or just not having facilities available 
in  their neighbourhood and using very, very poor 
qual ity services. There needs to be capital funding 
available for conversion as well as for bui lding.  

The present program we're recommending with 
regard to subsidizing low i ncome parents should be 
continued. We believe that the adequate funding to 
maintain basic qual ity of programs in each centre 
should be a provincial responsibi l ity. We're also sug
gesting that beyond that, if the province isn't able 
immediately to move to a mass u niversal day care 
system which is, of course, what we would l i ke that 
there be some priorizing of needs. There never really 
has been any community priorizing of needs. it's a l l  
been done o n  the basis of who o rganized a centre 
where and appl ied for a l icence, and that has meant 
that there have been some anomalies of overservice in 
some areas and tremendous underservice in other 
areas. Fire and health standards need to be en iorced, 
of course. 

As we go on to organization and board structure, 
group day care centres should be organized either as 
co-operatives or under The Companies Act or corpo
rations; that the boards of these centres should be 
responsible; that ideally 50 percent of the board 
should be made up of parents; that parents should be 
notified of board meetings. All these issues are raised 
because of d ifficulties which have occurred in the 
past. There have been n u m bers of what are generally 
called 'sweetheart' boards, and the previous govern
ment moved to do somethi ng about this but there are 
sti l l  some difficulties. We certain ly want to prevent the 
development of any more. 

The regulation with regard to notification of parents 
of meetings and so arise from actual situations that 
have occurred. There is a lot of discussion about the 
necessity for staff to be represented o n  boards; our 
recommendation is only one i n  five. That may be too 
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low. We have lowered i t  t o  that level because o f  con
cerns that staff not be overrepresented on boards and 
not be h i ring and firing themselves, but one of the 
most important things in  a small operation l i ke this is 
to have a good working relationship between the par
ents and the board. Otherwise the whole system gets 
i nto conflict so that staff i nvolvement in one way or 
another on boards is very important. 

Moving on to Page 6, enforcement. There are really 
two apects to enforcement. One is that the current 
situation which is going to be rectified by the Act be 
dealt with, that is, that the province which is the fund
i ng level of government in  the day care system also be 
the enforcing level. l t  is absolutely ludicrous to have a 
situation that we've had where the city was enforcing 
regulations for a provincially funded program. 

We also feel that the day care office needs t:::> play a 
dual role of supporting boards to meet thei r comm it
ments to day care; that this is really the cornerstone of 
the system; that we have built  a community-based 
system that we want boards to continue to be primar
i ly responsible for al l  issues in centres, but that the 
day care office provides a backup service to this and 
ensures that it does occur in  instances where boards 
are not function ing properly or where very severe 
problems have arisen. So we go through the steps that 
should be done by. Basically the day care office 
should be involved in consulting and advising with the 
centre. I f  that doesn't work, after having approached 
the board and the staff to try and help them work 
things out, and then tel l ing them that things need to be 
worked out; if that sti l l  doesn't work then obviously 
you have to move to the next step which is  i m posing a 
probationary period and during the probationary 
period, I believe the Act says that there may be a 
provisional admi nistrator appointed if that is seen as 
being appropriate. This is really the same sort of 
model as the public schools operate under and we 
support that. 

Final ly, there should be a receivership system 
which I see you have responded to, so that if day care 
centres got into really serious problems, the province 
could merely take them over, as opposed to phoning 
up 60 parents and tel l ing them that they wouldn't be 
able to go to work tomorrow. We do have the kind of 
resources i n  this province where we could deal with 
those situations, if the day care office had the abil ity to 
respond to that. They currently don't have that. 

Moving on to administrative issues; we really believe 
that the day care office needs to become more active 
in the commun ity; that it nas, basically been a receiver 
of applications for development of day care and it has 
helped people to organize that, but up-to-date, it has 
not been active in  going into communities and helping 
people organize day care when they know that it's 
necessary. They need to be more involved in identify
i ng, evaluating and supporting day care centres in 
areas of need. 

Final ly, we believe that the day care system in  this 
province really has been begun fairly well; that what 
we want in this province is a community-based day 
care system; that we really want a tremendous amount 
of parental i nvolvement in  the system and that we 
want to be able to bui ld from the day care system, 
services to all young families. We currently don't 
really have any resource base that relates to young 
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fam i l ies that isn't problem oriented. The only way you 
can get help with young children is if your kid is really 
in  trouble. We know that is ineffective and extremely 
expensive and yet we haven't really done anything 
about it. 

We're suggesting that if we could move to a 
community-based day care model with the needs of 
nonworking parents being built  in there as wel l ,  in  
terms of  teaching about parent effectiveness and 
chi ld development and so on, that we could deal with 
some of these issues at the time when they were low 
cost; at the time when something could be done about 
them, as opposed to waiting u nt i l  they become severe 
difficulties, when in some instances, there's not a lot 
that can be done. 

I 'd l ike to thank you for your patience in l isteni ng to 
our views. We're fairly hopeful that we're beg i n n i ng a 
process at this point of deal ing with some of the basic 
issues in  day care. We're not naive enough to think 
that this Act is a solution. l t  is a beg i n n i n g  of a process 
that wi l l  deal with some of the very i mportant issues 
around the needs of young chi ldren in  this province. 
We would l ike to thank you for addressing that and we 
wi l l  continue to be i nvolved in  working these issues 
out during the time that the Act is under consideration 
and after it is passed and in the years to come. 

Thank you 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you very much, Mrs. Turn
bull. Are there any comments? 

Mr. Evans. 

HON. L. EVANS: Thank you , M r. Chairman. I want to 
thank,  fi rst of a l l ,  Mrs. Aleda Turnbul l  for a very 
thought and a very comprehensive presentation on 
the whole issue of day care and the development of 
standards in day care. l t  certainly contains a lot of 
good ideas and makes us all realize as we l isten that 
there's a great deal more that we can do and must do. 
lt can be a very complicated matter as wel l ,  attempting 
to implement certain standards to achieve an ideal.  I 
think we should realize it becomes complicated by the 
fact that you sometimes have to realize that we deal 
with mun icipal zoning bylaws, in  some cases, which 
sometimes in some commun ities i nhibit the develop
ment of family day care centres. 

Also, we find that although the Federal Government 
is prepared to fund on a 50-50 basis, right now this 
year in the Province of Manitoba, we don't get 50-50 
funding because our standards already exceed the 
federal guidelines. The feds at the present time are 
really contributing only 40 percent to our total 
expenditures. 

Which brings me to a couple of questions that I'd 
l ike to ask Mrs. Turnbul l .  As she indicated, the key is 
the fund ing,  the amount of money that we have avail
able because we can write into the regulations al l  the 
standards in the world, but if we don't have the money 
to back up our requests for standards, it's, therefore, a 
meaningless exercise. This past year, we increased 
our budget of roughly a third from $9 mi l l ion to $ 1 2  
m il l ion for day care and certainly t o  i mplement higher 
standards will take considerably more funds. 

I 'd l i ke to ask , therefore, a couple of questions relat
ing to the acquiring of funding. You mentioned the 
ideal type of funding would be l ine-by-l ine, non-profit 
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organizations. I gather what you're suggesting is an 
approach similar to the nonprofit personal care 
homes, for example, where we look at their budget 
and decide on the adequacy of the budget as opposed 
to the profit-making personal care homes where there 
is a per diem struck and we pay out on a per-diem 
basis. 

MRS. A. TURNBULL: Yes, mainly because of the 
problems which have arisen around such widely dif
fering costs for things l ike rent and heat and so on.  

HON. L.  EVANS: Wel l ,  given the fact that we have a 
system of charging a per-diem rate in day care - I say 
that, having realized your position on l ine-by-line 
funding,  you know, but putting that aside - do you 
support the present setting of rates on an abil ity-to
pay basis? We have an abil ity-to-pay basis in effect 
with a maximum cei l i ng on the amount of rate that any 
day care centre operator can charge. 

MRS. A. TURNBULL: Well, I don't thi n k  that there's 
any rationale for providing services to chi ldren over 
s ix  free in a public school system and chargi n g  the 
parents of younger children. I understand that this is a 
political reality that many people in the community 
feel there should be a per diem charged to parents and 
that be charged on a per-diem rate as opposed to 
through the taxation system. So, that we're prepared 
to go along with the practicality of the abil ity-to-pay 
issue, that it's a practical necessity. If you went to 
l ine-item budgeting, obviously, you'd have to set a per 
diem and then rationalize the budget that the per diem 
is paid by the parents who were over the qual ifying 
i ncome. That would have to set by the day care office 
on an annual basis or a semi-annual basis. 

We can't have every parent going through the l ine
item budget and saying whether they ag ree with it or 
not. We could, but it would be rather cumbersome. 

HON. L. EVANS: Just one more related question. At 
the present time, the system we have provides, i n  
effect, a price-control situation where there is a l i m it. 
l t  was 8.50, it's now 9.50 per day in one category. I n  
other words, whether you're subsidized o r  not a s  a n  
operator, you cannot charge beyond that l i m it. This is 
a constraint and there was some rationale for that, but 
would you support the lifting of a maximum level or a 
l i mit, but again assuming it's based on an abil ity-to
basis. What I 'm getting at is ways and means of obtain
ing some more funding to improve the standards of 
the day care system. 

MRS. A. TURNBULL: lt seems to me that the reason 
for putting the maximum l imit on the fees charged, 
was that everybody should be charged the same 
amount and the government should subsidize low· 
i ncome people because we didn't want to encourage 
the development of a ghettoized day care system; we 
didn't want to have day care centres in certain areas 
whose standards other people couldn't meet because 
of the affluence of various comm u nities; that we 
wanted to have an acceptable standard, and we 
wanted to have everyone meeting that. The day care 
com m u n ity supports that concept. The whole issue of 
extra b i l l ing, which is maybe what your saying, of 
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course is very contentious in a number of areas. I don't 
see that it wou ld contribute enough money to j u stify 
the problems, basically, is my answer. You know, well
to-do parents are currently being charged in many 
instances $9.50 per chi ld per day which is a substan
tial cost, and the public is putting i n ,  currently, a little 
over $2.00. 

So, I believe, there needs to be public i nput into 
each and every public day care centre because, I 
believe, that is the only way we can really effectively 
deal with the issue of standards. But I think the gov
ernment needs to set the per diem and needs to sub
sidize: so we support basically, the present setup, 
except we'd l ike to see the budgets handled differently. 

HON. L. EVANS: J ust a clarification then. No, I wasn't 
proposing that we would depart substantially from the 
present system which is  based on an abil ity-to-pay, 
and where we provide regardless, even if you are a 
well-to-do parent and can afford pay the ful l  amount, 
$9.50 therefore, without any subsidy, we sti l l  do and 
would continue to pay maintenance grants, you know, 
general funding to all centres for the purposes of 
ensuring standards being achieved, etc. So, what I ' m  
tal king about is a modification really, a n d  I don't know 
how serious a modification it might end up being if 
this were to be put into place. But again, on the basis 
of abil ity-to-pay, let's say X-percent of spaces could 
be levied at a rate above a standard rate. In other 
words, you wouldn't have a $9.50 cap, the $9.50 ceil
ing would be raised for X-percent of the spaces, again 
for the very wel l-to-do people. 

MRS. A. TURNBULL: That, in many ways, is both a 
technical question and a question of values. I n  order 
to answer that very completely I'd real ly have to know 
the income levels. I f  it's not going to yield very much 
money it's not worth the other parts. I think generally, 
we wou Id not be excited over that; I don't know if  it's a 
great issue though. That's not a terribly definite 
answer. I 'd real ly  need more information before I 
could . . .  

HON. L. EVANS: Thank you very m uch,  M rs. Turn
bul l .  I can't g ive you any more information on that 
because we don't have it, and it would requ i re q u ite a 
bit of research, I suppose. I ' m  just looking at ways and 
means of getting as many dol lars as we can. 

MRS. A. TURNBULL: I guess my reluctance or feel
ing about it is that currently we're looking at about 50 
percent of the fami l ies being subsid ized in the day 
care system, so that I ' m  not sure that such a special 
tax would benefit very much.  Then there are the other 
issues of does it go into the general day care fund or 
does it go i nto the Tuxedo day care or whichever one 
is charg i n g  it, you know. So, i f  we do that, then we 
create a differential day care system in the province 
where some centres have more money than other 
centres which is  exactly what the l i ne item budget 
system wou ld be designed to get away from. lt could 
be cumbersome and not yield very much money. 

HON. L. EVANS: Thank you very much, M r. Chair
man, my Legislative Assistant, Ms Phi l l ips, I bel ieve, 
has some q uestions as wel l .  Thank you very m uch. 
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MR. CHAIRMAN: Ms Phil l ips. 

MS M. PHILLIPS: Thank you very much, Aleda, you 
gave us a lot of food for thought. In fact, I was sitting 
while you were talking,  wishing that our Min ister of 
Finance was on this particular committee, because a 
lot of the issues that you raise, of course, are things 
that ideally we would l i ke to be able to do right away 
but, of course, with financial considerations it's most 
difficult. But in terms of the specific provisions that 
we've put in the Act, saying that the kind of goals that 
you've laid out are the kinds of goals we want to work 
toward. 

I have some specific questions. I've talked to a lot of 
different groups over the last six months and also 
l istened to the debate in the House on Second Read
ing and there are some issues that you raise that I 'd 
l ike some clarification on. For i nstance, one of them is 
to do with central salary guidel i nes, and one of the 
issues that has been raised, in terms of community 
control, meaning the control that parent boards have 
in several areas, I 'd l ike to address starting with salary 
guidel ines. If, in fact, we are leaving the responsib i l ity 
for the operation of the centre, the day-to-day opera
tion of the centre and setting up the kind of centre that 
the parents communally have decided that they want 
for their chi ldren, is it feasible then to say that cen
trally, as government, through the day care office or 
through regulations or whatever, that we should set 
the level of salaries throughout the province? 

MRS. A. TURNBULL: I guess that we have a prece
dent for this, you know, during the 30s, 40s and 50s, 
we had a school system in which many of the teachers 
in the province were paid wages which didn't a l low 
them to continue to work there: and the province, in 
the late 50s, set up a system of financing which was 
based on salary levels and qualifications, and boards 
were given certain amounts of monies to pay to cer
tain q ual ified staff people. As a result of that, the 
standards of education in the province rose d ramati
cally; and the abi l ity of the teaching profession to hold 
q ualified people throughout the province rose dram
atically; and school boards have lots of authority sti l l .  I 
think the issue with day care centres is that they are 
even smaller units than school system. Because of 
that, you know, it's very difficult for staff associations 
or unions to really represent the interests of the staff 
because you have bargaining units that are four or five 
people. You know, given that kind of a situation, it 
seems to me that the province needs to assume some 
responsibi l ity as it did with teachers who were less in 
need of that k ind of help from the Provincial Govern
ment because they were organized and they were in 
large bargaining units by the Manitoba Teachers' 
Society. 

I suggest that unless the province takes some lead
ersh ip in this issue that very little wi l l  happen, and this 
situation wi l l  continue, as it d id in the 40s and 50s with 
the school system ,  until the Provincial Government 
said , this is not in the public interest and very wisely 
did something about it. I don't see that as a contraven
tion of local autonomy or anything else. it's merely 
saying what the funding base is. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Ms Phi l l ips. 
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MS M. PHILLIPS: Thank you . Also on that, when you 
spoke of programming, again the concern was local 
autonomy and the "fear" that the government through 
the day care office and the co-ord inators, as an exam
ple, would go into a centre and determi ne what k i nd of 
program had to take place. We have a lot of centres 
that have developed i n  the province with a specific 
phi losophy, whether they be ru n by religious groups, 
or whether they be run by groups that have a certain 
envi ronmental health food concern or whatever, or a 
certain co-operative phi losophy. The concern that 
has been expressed is that we will come in and lay on a 
specific program that wi l l  then make it redu ndant to 
have a parent board that says; but this is the way we 
want our day care centre to be, and these are the kinds 
of values we want to insti l l  in our chi ldren. So what is 
the point of having a day care board made up of 
parents or commun ity members if we are going to 
determine the program? 

I particularly don't see that the kind of suggestions 
you have made in terms of programming and the k ind 
of ideas that we've been formu lating for regulations 
on programming preclude that. I say, i f  you're talking 
about gross motor skil ls in  a certain amount of time, or 
if you're talking about a certain amount of time for 
outdoor play or for artistic development or language 
development or physical development, the two are 
exclusive. One can put the value system on top of the 
requ i rements for a qual ity program. I am not a trained 
early chi ldhood development person, but I wonder 
from your experience, particularly deal ing with the 
United Way Day Care Study, and the comments on 
programming that were made there and through your 
Association ,  can you give me a l ittle bit more i nforma
tion, if you've d iscussed that issue, the contradiction 
whether it be there or not in that area? 

MRS. A. TURNBULL: Yes, there is discussion of it, 
and I think that the consensus is that many group day 
cares in the province cu rrently offer a good level of 
program, but that's not because there's been any 
standards that they have been held to; it is  because of 
their  professional ism and the commitment of their 
boards. I guess what we are saying that each and 
every day care centre i n  the province should be meet- . 
ing a basic minimum standard of service in the pro
gram area, and that one should be able to walk into 
any day care centre in the province, or any fam i l y  day 
care home in  the province, and be assu red that the 
developmental, artistic, physical, emotional needs of 
these chi ldren are being met. If we're going to have a 
public program that has to be the case. Now there's no 
quarrel i n  the community about there being variation 
in  this, just as there is a fa ir  amount of variation within 
the public school system there could be even more 
variation within the day care system because people 
do have strong feelings based on religious ideas, or 
whatever, about how small children should be handled. 

As long as those are meeti ng the basic developmen
tal needs of the chi ldren, I submit to you that no 
competent day care operator is real ly going to com
plain about being req u i red and funded to meet good 
standards. Now, it's going to req u i re sensitivity on the 
part of the day care office, j ust as it has requ i red 
sensitivity on the part of the Department of Education, 
those two principles of local autonomy and responsi-
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bi l ity have t o  b e  handled with tact a n d  professionalism 
and imagi nation, and the responsibi l ity needs to be 
left with the boards, but the responsibi l ity has to be 
met. There is not a controversy i n  the community 
about requiring that the basic developmental needs of 
chi ldren be met in a public program. I don't think 
you're going to get anyone who is seriously going to 
argue against the basic developmental needs of chi l
dren being met. 

MS M. PHILLIPS: Thank you. l think most of the areas 
in your brief I think we're on-track with in a gradual
ized delivery, but the other area where there certainly 
is  a difference is  your recommendation that family day 
care homes be l i mited to five. In our program, at this 
point, the number is eight in the regu lations that we 
have that deal with subsidized family day care homes. 
My information is that seems to be worki ng q uite wel l ,  
and the provision that we have i n  the Act for  larger 
n u m bers would also require that there be chi ld staff 
ratio in the group fami ly day care homes that we have 
in the Act. Do you not see that as workable? 

MRS. A. TURNBULL: Well, I th ink one could work a 
group family day care home where there is, in effect, 
the operator and a staff person. I do have concerns 
about more than five preschool chi ldren, i ncluding 
the parents own. I th i n k  that there is a real concern 
about the developmental needs of chi ldren being met. 
One of the difficulties that advocacy g roups l ike our
selves have had is that we have had to rely on anecdo
tal evidence to look at issues. 

I don't know what advice you've had on eight chi l
dren in  a family day care home; I don't  know if  those 
chi ldren have been reviewed by the Chi ld Develop
ment Cl in ic,  if we have any reading on whether their 
developmental needs are being met. lt is m y  u nder
standing that sort of thing hasn't been done. In the 
pub I ic school system there is a systematic review pro
cess in place which looks at all the schools in the 
province and finds out how they're doing with the job 
that they have been given. I would suggest that in  the 
day care system that we real ly  need to bui ld  that in. I 
don't know how you r people could tell you, with any 
certainty, that it was working because of my under
standing of the k ind of access to information they 
have. 

One m ight access that the chi ldren appeared to be 
happy when one was there, but I don't k now anything 
more that I cou ld say about it. I th i n k  that one would 
really need to build in  some kind of method of deter
mining i f their needs were being met. I don't know how 
one person could work with eight chi ldren and meet 
their developmental needs. Most of us find it a full
time job to deal with two or three. 

MS M. PHILLIPS: Yes, on that, I presume that in your 
personal work that you've had a fair  amount of con
tact, although I find that our day care office, in terms 
of licencing family day care, put the appl icants through 
q u ite a rigorous interview and inspection in  terms of 
their qual ity to offer that service, and I guess what we 
can consider would be to look at the regulations and 
watch how that works, and certainly discuss it further 
over the summer as we're developing the regulations. 

Also, from all our discussions, when we have 
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included the family's own chi ldren it seems that in  a lot 
of cases, where the fam i ly's own chi ldren are just 
there, say, at lunch and after school. and they have 
less than say five other chi ldren to take care of during 
the day, that we felt that flexib i l ity was necessary if 
they had two of their own coming home for l u nch and 
they had three or fou r  other people's c h i ldren that 
they were caring for, that flexibi l ity was necessary. Do 
you see that as a problem situation? 

MRS. A. TURNBULL: Wel l ,  I think it needs to be 
assessed. 

MS M. PHILLIPS: lt might not be there al l  day. 

MRS. A. TURNBULL: lt depends; if the fami ly has six 
of their own chi ldren comi n g  home or whether they 
have one and it depends how often the ratio is not 
appl ied, l i ke how many hours of the day; i f  for half an 
hour there are too many chi ldren as opposed to four 
hours. I think that there can be some flexibi l ity and 
some sensibleness used in  the application of this k ind 
of rule,  but I think that we have to be careful about 
structuring and al lowing poor service by regulation. I 
thin k  that we do a d isservice when we do that. 

l t  also depends on the ages of the chi ldren. You 
know, this busi ness about two under two, I think we 
know pretty well that nobody can look after more than 
two babies i f  they have other responsibi lities, and 
meet the developmental needs of those chi ldren. So 
you may have very quiet, passive babies, but you're 
going to have problems when those kids get to school. 

So, it does depend on a l l  those factors in the m i x .  
Yes. w e  do have concerns about things getting too 
many. 

MS M. PHILLIPS: Okay, I just have one more ques
tion. In terms of staff tra i n i ng and sharing of equip
ment between family day care homes and group cen
tres in  the neighbourhood, there have been some 
concerns brought to me about that and again, possi
bly one of the answers is the funding d i lemma. Most 
group centres say that they can hardly del iver the 
program that they have at present, let alone be a 
resource centre to half a dozen fami ly centres in the 
neighbourhood and to expect them to supply that 
service for free or even for a nominal charge is really 
placing an unfair burden on group centres that are 
there in  the community to provide qual ity care for the 
chi ldren in their custody. 

So my question is, do you have any other alterna
tives or do you th ink that t h rough a funding arrange
ment, that could be solved? That is a real concern for 
some group centres in areas. 

MRS. A. TURNBULL: Wel l ,  I know that one of the 
problems that many centres have is that they're too 
small and they're lacking the economies of scale. I 
really think that a lot of these things can be dealt with if 
there was some attention paid to i ntegrating pre
school programs with n ursery programs and with 
Lu nch-and-After-School programs which provide 
certain natural periods during the day when there isn't 
so much activity, when some of this other program
m i ng could be done. For example, if you had a day 
care integrated with a n u rsery program, you could 
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have the program for the fam i ly day care mothers i n  
the morning before the n ursery kids came in ,  s o  that 
the people could be run n i ng an educational program 
or working with the fam i l y  day care people in the 
morn ing with the n u rsery school kids in the afternoon 
and helping out with the lunch and after-four kids 
later. You beg i n  to get some flexibi l ity as you get a 
slightly larger operation. 

With the l ine-item budgeting, there also would be 
opportunities. of course, to justify ful l  positions or half 
positions. You m ight have a child development trainer 
who worked with two or three different day care cen
tres. On Monday, they'd be in  such and such a centre 
and Tuesday and Thursday and so on. lt could be 
worked out, but it would have to be done through a 
different kind of funding setup. 

MS M. PHILLIPS: Thank you, Mr. Cl1airperson .  

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Fi lmon. 

MR. G. FILMON: Yes. thank you, Mr. Chairman, I just 
wanted to ask M rs. Turnbul l  a brief question or two. I ' l l  
preface my questions, i f  I may, by indicating that the 
members of the Opposition have said in second read
i n g  and perhaps, Mrs. Turn bul l  has already read some 
of the debates in Hansard, that we certainly support 
the principle of this legislation and are, i ndeed, sup
portive of the government's intent to bring higher 
standards and to assure better qual ity of day care in 
the province. 

The comments and remarks that have been put on 
the record, of course, our concern that virtually every
thing in terms of the actual detail rests with the regula
tions that are yet to be developed and adopted, and 
our concerns are that those regulations ought not to 
be developed in such a way that they are so narrow 
and restrictive as to el iminate the legitimate opera
tions that are in existence today and are providing 
q uality day care and serving the needs of the chi ldren, 
the parents and the communities as wel l ;  that they 
ought not to be because of fai l u re to acknowledge 
community resource and opportunity differences in 
the various areas of the province, fai lure to acknowl
edge the role and the i nput of community boards on 
the operations and so on;  that these ought not to be 
el iminated. 

One area specifically that I wanted to ask and if I 
have not interpreted your remarks, I hope that you'l l  
correct me. You have suggested that the group you 
represent is total ly opposed to any - as you termed it, I 
believe - profit-taking organizations being involved in  
the provision of  day care in  the province in  future. I 
can certai n ly accept the need to set and ensure by 
legislation and regu lations that adequate standards 
and guidelines and regulations exist to ensure that 
everybody meets at least some level of standards that 
we, a l l  of us ag ree to as being in the interests of the 
chi ldren,  the parents and the community at large in  
day care. I f  any group that was a private organization 
that was organized in a manner that it was a private 
corporation that did,  indeed, give a return on invest
ment to whoever the investors were and they met al l  of 
those standards, on what basis would you be opposed 
to them continuing to operate in the field? 
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MRS. A. TURNBULL: Wel l ,  I guess one of the con
cerns is a technical issue and that is that the way the 
day care program has operated in the province and 
the way we are recommending that it continue to 
operate, parents have a g reat influence through their 
boards. The fact of the matter is, that many of the 
profit-taking day cares that we have in the province do 
not have local parent boards. They are, in fact, inter
national corporations, so that there is no access. The 
reg ulation and the enforcement of the standard is 
real ly done a great deal through the parents being 
knowledgeable of what is necessary and having access 
to regular meetings to iron out staffing issues; to help 
i ron out educational methods; issues to help iron out 
methods of chi ld management and all these things. 
These parents have no access and their option is to 
either take the kid or not take the kid there and when 
only a thi rd of the spaces are i n  the l icensed sector, 
they really don't have a choice. So that is the technical 
basis of our concern. 

You know, I also raised the issue of whether 
governments wanted to develop profit-taking industry 
in this sector or not. lt is a publ ic issue as to whether 
they wish to do that or not. I raised it i n  that context as 
wel l .  I have certain opinions about that. They are my 
opinions and the group I'm with also have opinions, 
but there are also these broader issues about whether 
or not there really can be that kind of i nput. If we don't 
have that, we then have to rely on masses of govern
ment inspectors, and I don't think we want to go to 
that. I think it's very expensive and it's probably fairly 
i neffective. The problem is that the people who are 
receiving this service, namely, the children,  are not 
either legal ly or in any other way able to complain 
about the service. So, it's not an Eaton's and The Bay 
kind of competitive situation. 

Those are basically my general concerns about it. 

MR. G. FILMON: Mr. Chairman, again on the same 
topic, Mrs. Turnbul l ,  assuming that a day care institu
tion which was owned by a private corporation could 
meet al l  of the various standards that your group 
bel ieved should be set for staff qual ification; for chi ld
staff ratios; for physical facilities; for special needs; 
for programs; for salary guidelines; f i re safety; health · 

standard, etc., and assuming that they could set up a 
parent l iaison committee that w i l l  allow for i nput to the 
management of the centre. assuming that they could 
meet all of those things and, in fact, provide a mecha
nism for parent input i nto all of the concerns; and 
knowing that the ultimate restriction or the ultimate 
consequence of their not responding to the parents' 
concerns about thei r chi ldren would be that the par
ents withdraw their chi ldren from the institution and 
they fold up as a result.  Knowing that very powerful 
situation would exist, what other concern could you 
have for not having them in the field? 

MRS. A. TURNBULL: I f  we did have a market situa
tion in day care, the market argument could operate, 
but we don't. We have a forced access situation in the 
market currently in that there are so many fewer spa
ces than there is need. 

MR. G. FILMON: Looking at the possibi l ity that there 
m ight be a requ i rement for massive government 

1 21 

spending and in terms of capital investment to provide 
additional spaces, and the Member for Wolseley has 
al luded to the fact that by referring to the Minister of 
F inance that there obviously in any government 
including her government is a difference of opinion as 
to where the capital spend ing, where the money can 
come from and where it can go in any given set of 
circumstances. 

Were there private investors who were wi l l ing to put 
up the capital and save the government of putting 
forth that capital and could meet al l  of these requ i re
ments, and could provide a service, I am at a loss to 
u nderstand why, if you have the ult imate power of 
regulation to ensure that they meet to every last detail 
al l  of the standards and, in fact, exceed them, why you 
would want to restrict them from being there. We have 
plenty of parallels available even though they may not 
be private profit-making.  I am one that's not offended 
by the fact that a school such as St. John's Ravens
court or Balmoral Hal l  exists even though it costs 
$4,000 and I can neither afford to send my children, 
nor maybe is it a priority of m ine. I 'm not offended 
either phi losphically or from envy or for any other 
motivation, that it exists and it saves me as a taxpayer 
from having to put forth the money. 

I f  parents see a value in creating an institution or 
supporting an institution that gives more than the 
m i n i m u m  standards, that al lows for the flexib i l ity of 
their chi ldren perhaps getting more than what they 
could get by going into the local community day care 
that provides the minimum standards as set out in the 
regulations that are going to be proclaimed and so on,  
I don't understand what could offend anyone else 
from that sort of situation. 

MRS. A. TURNBULL: Wel l ,  it's really a practical prob
lem that we're having here. lt seems to me that St. 
John's Ravenscou rt and Balmoral Hall ,  which are not 
profit-taking schools, are set up on the basis of the 
issue of what they consider to be excellence or cho
ice. We are deal ing here with profit-taking however, 
rather than the development of excellence. I don't 
believe that international corporations are entering 
the market primarily to produce g reater excellence. 
They state that they're entering the market because 
they see it as a business opportunity and I take them at 
their word. 

So I think that we have two different situations here. 
I am saying that the Canadian people have basically 
said that there are certain areas i n  the economy where 
they believe in competition and free enterprise, and 
there are certai n  areas i n  the community where they 
believe i n  public i n put and that small chi ldren and 
other needy persons l i ke sick people and so on, have 
generally been defined as those where there is a 
higher degree of responsibi l ity and particularly when 
those individuals are not of age to be able to express 
their preference. So I don't know how to get around 
that. I f  you can help me, I 'd be interested, but I don't 
know how to get around it. 

MR. G. FILMON: Any investors who see it as a good 
business investment, obviously are assuming that 
they w i l l  not only fulfi l  I a l l  of the requ i rements of their 
consumers who are the people putting thei r children 
in the institution but, in fact, being an attractive alter 
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native to whatever else is in the marketplace. As long 
as they are providing a service that is i n  demand and 
that maybe in many cases able to be enhanced over 
what are minimum standards and attract people then, 
in fact, they will continue to be in business. I f  they 
don't then they won't, and it wi l l  not be an attractive 
investment. 

MRS. A. TURNBULL: I f  there is a market? 

MR. G. FILMON: That is right, and if there isn't then 
there won't be a need for it. We are talking about the 
enhanced type of institution. I think that the Minister 
was trying to get at something and because I see Mrs. 
McCormick here, 1 , 1 1  util ize her institution as an 
example. If an institution such as the Health Sciences 
Centre wants to provide a day nursery setup that is set 
up in a man ner that its costs of operations are h igher 
than those of other day care fac i l ities around, let's just 
assume - and these may not al l  be correct - that they 
want to provide day care with lower chi ld staff ratios, 
they may want to pay their staff higher because of the 
market competition if they exist within the Health 
Sciences Centre complex, and the comparable salar
ies of workers in the complex dictate that they m ust 
pay more if they want to add nurses or early chi ldhood 
development people to their staff to provide things 
that are not provided in other day care centres and all 
of this results i n  a higher per-chi ld per-diem cost. Do 
you think that they should be restricted from operat
ing because they have to charge more per child per 
day in order to provide all of those services? 

MRS. A. TURNBULL: Wel l ,  should they be restricted 
from operating? No, they shouldn't be restricted from 
operating. They do have many of those problems 
which their board, the board at the hospital is resolv
ing.  I am not privy to this information, but there 
obviously are different kinds of day care centres in the 
province and some of them, l ike Health Sciences Cen
tre, have offered infant care which we know is more 
expensive. They are attempting to resolve their fund
ing issues and I am sure they wil l .  

MR. G. FILMON: Mr. Chairman, I am sure they wil l  as 
long as there is flexibi l ity within this kind of legislation 
to al low them to, but if we say that you cannot, under 
any circumstances, obtain more than so much per 
day, per chi ld,  and that is below thei r actual costs then 
they obviously have to reduce the level of service that 
they're providing or go out of business. 

MRS. G. TURNBULL: I guess, basically, the stan
dards that we recommended would deal with that 
problem . If those standards were in effect there wou ld 
not be a problem. I think that, basically, the kind of 
salaries that Health Sciences has been paying,  which 
are based on an equal pay for work of equal value 
formu la has meant that their costs are higher. We are 
recommending that be the case i n  every day care 
centre in the province; that you not be penal ized 
because the day care centre you're working in is in 
Thompson or in The Pas. We feel that this is the 
method that should be used to resolve this issue. 

MR. G. FILMON: Wel l ,  Mr. Chairman, I'm sorry, but it 

1 22 

isn't j ust simply a matter of higher salaries; it's a matter 
of the higher level of infant care; it's a matter of per
haps lower chi ld-staff ratios; of additional special ists 
coming on-staff and all of those things which may, or 
may not, be provided in other institutions that will  
result in some institutions having higher levels of cost 
for which, in some cases, parents may be wi l l ing to 
pay add itional costs. I think the M i nister is looking for 
an answer. I respect the fact that you may not want to 
answer that question. 

MRS. G. TURNBULL: Wel l ,  you see we're trying to 
deal with that, too, through the l ine-item budget issue. 
There are day care centres in the City, for example, 
who have an awful lot of immigrant children who don't 
speak Engl ish and they need extra staffing in order to 
get these k ids ready for school .  They need to oe able 
to put that into thei r budget, just as Health Sciences 
needs to be able to put their I nfant Care Program into 
their budget. 

The issue here I guess is, how shall the per d iem, if 
we have a system of l ine-item budgeting and a per 
diem system working together, how shall those mesh? 

We would favour a constant per diem and l ine-item 
budgeting to deal with these issues of flexibil ity, so 
that the government could then say to a day care 
centre l ike Knox, which has had waves of immigrant 
fam i l ies, yes, you need two or three extra workers to 
teach these currently Vietnamese children Engl ish 
and to help them deal with some of the traumas of 
having been picked out of the ocean and brought to 
Canada. These kids are needy and have problems in 
getting settled down and you need some extra workers 
and we' l l  work that out in the l ine-item budget, but the 
per d iems are the same throughout the province. That 
is our preference. 

One of the reasons for that is, on a technical basis, I 
don't think that extra bi l l ing wi l l  yield very much 
money and I think it' l l  cause a lot of trouble. I 'm sorry 
to be such a technocrat about this, but I 'm afraid that 
is my penchant on this matter. 

MR. G. FILMON: No further questions M rs. Turn bul l .  

MR. CHAIRMAN: We only have another m i n ute left or 
so, M r. Kovnats, can you get you r question in that 
qu ickly. 

MR. A. KOVNATS: Probably unless, by leave. we can 
extend it because if it's not going to take too long and I 
think my colleague would l ike to ask a couple of ques
tions also. I think I can start. 

I 'd l i ke to thank M rs. Turnbul l  for a very thorough,  
comprehensive and excellent presentation. I disag ree 
with some of the things that have been presented, but 
I 'm not going to get into debate with Mrs. Turnbull  
because I think she could probably turn me inside out 
with her knowledge on day care centres. I j ust wanted 
to get a couple of questions in and find out her views 
for my interest and to help me. 

Concern ing day care centres, it really doesn't mat
ter to me whether a large corporation or private inves
tors operate them, as long as they provide a service at 
no additional charge to the people of the Province of 
Manitoba. I 'm not against them making a profit but I 
would just l i ke to go to my area, in particu lar, and 
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maybe Mrs. Turnbull  can give me some assistance. 
We've had a very trying situation in  our area con

cerning the closure of some of the schools - and I 'm 
not bringing that up for debate. I think that the impor
tant thing is that there was some discussion a l ittle 
earlier, Mrs. Turnbull  made a presentation about how 
we've got to upgrade day care centres and maybe this 
Lunch-and-After-School programs, take them out of 
the ch urch basements and put them onto a level equal 
to where they should be. Has there been anything 
done with the closures of schools, through the school 
boards - Mrs. Turnbul l  did say that school boards have 
a lot of authority sti l l - has there been anyth ing done 
with the school boards concerning, let's just talk 
about my area where there's a couple of schools that 
are avai lable, or appear to be available, for converting 
them to day care centres. lt doesn't matter to me who 
operates them, somebody who makes a profit or a 
group of parents. I 've dealt with both; I 've had quite a n  
i nterest with the particular agencies in  my area. 

Can M rs. Turnbull  just give us some recom menda
tions on the use of schools that have closed because 
of declin ing enrolment? 

MRS. G. TURNBULL: Yes. In the St. Boniface area, 
there are various day care centres in  schools in the 
older area, but not in Windsor Park-Southdale. There's 
a day care centre in Queen Elizabeth School and 
there's one in, it's either Provencher or one of those 
schools in that area. To my knowledge, there's not one 
in the Windsor Park-Southdale area. 

Of course, the Southdale situation is the classic new 
suburb problem, in that you have lots of young fami
l ies with lots of kids and the schools are jammed. The 
area where there's lots of school space is down i n  
North St. Boniface; same school division a n d  with the 
St. Bon iface Divison one of the difficulties has been i n  
worki n g  o u t  more than yearly contracts, even i n  
schools where there is  lots o f  space, it basically has 
been a yearly contract. My understanding is that it 
c reates a certain amount of instability and if you're 
having to have these people move that much, it 
creates problems. 

Winnipeg Division, I bel ieve, has come to an agree
ment with the Noon and After School people about 
rents and so on, after a g reat deal of negotiating. That 
is  the only d ivision that I u nderstand has an agree
ment, but I ' m  not ful ly informed on this matter. 

MR. A. KOVNATS: Yes, I real ly don't want to take up 
that  much more t ime. Could there be some associa
tion between the M i nister of Community Services and 
the Department of Education, through the school 
boards, to encourage the school boards to allow thei r 
faci l ities to be used for these services and, in fact, to 
even bring in the teaching staff into this type of an 
operation. I think that there are some schools that do 
provide a facil ity where the chi ldren are al lowed to 
have their l unch at those particular schools and I don't 
think the school boards really l ike it; they don't want to 
get that involved in  it, but should we be pushing a little 
bit more to get involved in  such a situation. l t  appears 
to me that there are professionals in the school board 
and this is what we're trying to do, you know,  upgrade 
the services and maybe this is the group that we 
should be asking for some help.  
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MRS. G. TURNBULL: I really believe that this is an 
important area of expansion. I think in  some ways the 
whole school system has been a bit perverse on the 
whole subject, in  that I always found when my chi l
d ren were below 1 2  years old, when they could have 
done with some Lunch-and-After-School programs, 
that the school wouldn't do anyth ing about it and then 
when they got in Junior High and they're perfectly 
able to look after themselves, you couldn't get them 
home because the school had things organized for 
them all the time. I don't really know why we have to be 
so awkward about these things but yes, I think there 
really is an area of co-operat ion that needs to be 
developed here. 

MR. A. KOVNATS: I agree with Mrs. Turnbul l ,  and I 
don't think it should be pol itical. I th ink that it's the 
future of these chi ldren that is involved and I can't see 
politics coming into it, although they are there. I 'm 
sorry about that. 

Thank you. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you. The hour is past 1 2:30. 
M rs. Turnbul l ,  I believe we'll move on to the next 
people on the agenda at 8:00 this even ing.  

So could committee rise please. 




